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Multi-rater feedback is based upon the tenet that congruence between
self and others is associated with managerial success and effectiveness
{Tornow, 1993; Yammarino & Atwater, 1993). This study investigated
the relationship between self and managerial rating congruence on two
measures of assessment center performance (overall assessor ratings
and in-basket scores) with 144 production supervisors. Results of
hierarchical regression analyses indicated that manager ratings of
supervisory effectiveness (AR? = .26, p < .01) and self-ratings on 14
assessment center dimensions { AR*= .06, p < .01) significantly contrib-
uted towards predictions of overall assessor ratings of performance
(OAR). In-agreement/good raters and overestimators were rated sig-
nificanily higher in assessment center exercises by assessors compared
to underestimators (Tukey's HSD test, p < .01). Results from additional
hierarchical regression analyses indicated that self-ratings incremen-
tally contributed to predictions of in-basket performance (AR? = .04, p
<05} above that of manager ratings on tusk management skills (AR? =
.33, p <.01), In-agreement/poor raters and underestimators had lower
overallin-basketscores than in-agreemeni/good raters or overestimators.

Implications of these findings in terms of previous and future research
are discussed.

Extensive research on assessment centers has shown that overall
assessor ratings are valid predictors of job performance and career suc-
cess (Gaugler, Rosenthal, Thornton, & Bentson, 1987; Russell, 1987;
Schneider & Schmitt, 1992; Shore, Shote, & Thornton, 1992; Shore,
Thornton, & Shore, 1990; Thornton & Cleveland, 1990; Thornton &
Byham, 1982). However, researchers have continued to raise the question
of how and why assessment centers have shown predictive validity
despite a growing literature supporting their overall effectiveness (e.g.,
Klimoski & Brickner, 1987; Sackett & Dreher, 1982). Assessor ratings
are typically based on many types of data, including paper-and-pencil
mstruments, interactive group exercises, role plays, games/simulations,
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146 ASSESSMENT CENTERS

in-basket exercises, structured inlerviews, peer and supervisory ratings
and self-evaluations (360-degree teedback).

Although many of these types of data have been evaluated tor their
relative contribulion to asscssment center validity (e.g., Brannick, Michaels,
& Baker, 1989; Reilly & Chao, 1982; Schippmann, Prien, & Katz, 1990),
in-basket exercises, self-ratings, and 360-degree feedback (peer and
supervisory ratings and self-cvaluations) have received less attention in
the research literature. In light of the growing popularity and use of multi-
rater 360-degree feedback instruments (cf., Antonioni, 1996; London &
Beatty, 1993; London, Wohlers, & Gallagher, 1990; Hoffman, 1995;
O’Reilly, 1994; Tornow, 1993), it ig clear that this is an area in which
practice is well ahead of theory and empirical research.

Despite the paucity of research on self-evaluations within the assess-
ment center, there has been extensive research on self-ratings in other
settings (Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Mabe & West, 1982; Nowack,
1992; Thornton, 1980). For example, Harris and Schaubroeck’s (1988)
meta-analysis found that peer and supervisor ratings were relatively
highly correlated, but that only moderate correlations existed between
self-supervisor and self-peer ratings, The results of their meta-analysis
indicated a relatively high correlation between peer-supervisor ratings
(r = .65), but only a modest correlation between self-peer (r = .36) and
self-supervisor ratings (r =.35). Furthermore, while rating format (global
versus dimensional) and rating scale (behavioral vs. frait) did not moder-
ate the results, job type (managerial vs. blue collar) did appear to moder-
ate self-peer and self-supervisor ratings. Specifically, self-supervisor and
self-peer correlations were much lower for managerial employees than
for blue-collar types. However, these effects were not seen for peer-
supervisor correlations.

In their review of over 50 studies, Shrauger and Schoeneman (1979)
examined evidence relating self-perceptions to evaluations by significant
others. In general, they found little evidence of congruence between self-

perceptions and evaluations by others, nor did they find consistenl evi-
dence that self-evaluations are strongly influenced by other’s feedback.
Nowack (1992} investigated differences between the self-ratings of 335
managers to others (supervisors, subordinates, peers) using an instrument
assessing 20 specific management skills areas derived from job analysis
procedures, The resuits indicated that the amount of agreement between
managers and the others describing them was moderately low with
correlation coefficients ranging from .12 to .30 (p < .05). Paired t tests
revealed that managers consistently reported practicing specific skills
more frequently than others who rated them across the majority of skill
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arcas. These results are consistent with the findings of Thornton (1980}
who found that self~assessments tend (o be lenient.

In general, the predictive validity for self-evaluations in assessment
centers is inconclusive and mixed (Bray & Grant, 1966; Shore et al.,
1992; Tziner, 1984;). Bray and Grant (1966) reported that overall asses-
sor ratings and peer evaluations correlated higher than self-assessor
ratings or self-peer ratings. These findings are consistent with the meta-
analytic findings of Harris and Schaubroeck (1988) but specific to assess-
ment center performance.

In their assessment center study of 394 employees in a large petro-
leum company, Shore et al. (1992) found evidence that the construct
validity was stronger for peer- than for self-evaluations, and for more
casily observable dimensions than for dimenstons requiring greater judg-
ment. Self-evaluations were found to be significantly associated with
overall assessor ratings for management potential, but only peer ratings
significantly contributed to predictions of job advancement.

Reluctance to use self-ratings in assessment cenlers seems largely
due to concerns that many individuals possess an overly positive, albeit
unrealistic, view of themselves and tend to present themselves in socially
desirable or self-deceptive ways (e.g., Crowne & Marlowe, 1964: DeNisi
& Shaw, 1977; Edwards, 1957; Kagan, 1988; Schwartz, 1990; Taylor &
Brown, 1988). Furthermore, research on self- and other ratings has
generally found that the distribution of self-ratings is negatively skewed
(Mabe & West, 1982).

The relationship between rating congruence and managerial effec-
liveness is a cornerstone of multirater 360-degree feedback. Most devel-
opmental assessment centers and leadership programs using 360-degree
feedback attempt to identify specific areas where incongruence between
self-ratings and other ratings exist and attempt to reduce these differences
through developmental interventions, such as training. Several popular
methods have emerged to determine congruence (or lack thereof) be-
tween self-ratings and the ratings of others.

Atwater and Yammarino (1992, in press) introduced the idea of
agreement categories to classify individuals whose self-evaluations and
self-ratings agreed in varying degrees with ratings of relevant others. In
partticular, Atwater and Yammarino (1992, in press) distinguish between
overestimators (those who rate themselves higher than others do),
underestimators (those who rate themselves lower than others do), in-
agreement/good raters (those who rate themselves favorably and similar

to other’s ratings) and in-agrecment/poor raters {those who rate them-
selves unfavorably and similar to other’s ratings).
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Their model proposes that over-raters and in-agreement/poor raters
have negative individual and organizational outcomes, whereas in-agree-
ment/good raters would have positive outcomes. Underestimators are
expected to have mixed outcomes in that as modest self-evaluators, they
are open to self-improvement but might have tow aspirations and self-
efficacy {cf. Ashford, 1989; Bandura, 1992).

With respect to congruence between self- and other ratings, work
done by Bass and Yammarino (1991) and Smircich and Chesser (1981)
would suggest that greater agreement (either poor or good) is preferable
to disagreement because it indicates some level of self-insight and under-
standing. Unfortunately, inflated self-evaluations are been associated
with career failure and derailment (McCall & Lombardo, 1983; Van
Velsor, Taylor, & Leslie, 1993), lower promotability (Bass & Yammarino,
1991; McCauley & Lombardo, 1990) and low job performance
(Yammarino & Atwater, 1993). In general, research on leadership also
supports the positive outcomes of accurate self-evalvation. Charismatic
leadership was found to be positively associated with accurate self-
insight (Atwater & Yammarino, in press) and leaders with more accurate
self-evaluations have been found to be more effective and successful than
those with poor self-evaluations (cf. Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Bass
& Yammarino, 1991).

Individuals with inflated or deflated ratings (underestimators and
overestimators} will typically misdiagnose their strengths and develop-
ment areas. These inaccurate self-evaluations can adversely affect job
decisions and actions such as not pursuing developmental opportunities
or seeking feedback from others (Atwater & Yammarino, in press). As
such, overestimators perceive that they possess strengths that other do not
see or deny that they have weaknesses that are perceived by others (Bass
& Yammarino, 1991). As a result, these individuals are less motivated to
seek self-improvement or seek additional input and feedback from others
because they believe their performance is adequate (Fedor, Rensvold, &
Adams, 1992). However, two recent studies suggest that in response to
feedback from others, overestimators showed the greatest improvements
relative to underestimators or in-agreement/poor raters {Atwater, Roush,
& Fischthal, 1995: Smither, London, Vasilopoulos, Reilly, Millsap, &
Salvemini, 1995).

The present study atiempted to explore congruence between self- and
other ratings and measures of assessment center performance. Specifi-
cally, the present study examined the interrelationships between self-
ratings and manager ratings (measured through use of a 360-degree
management practices skills inventory providing for an overall score and
separate factor scores for communication, interpersonal and task manage-
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ment skills) with overall assessment center performance using both
objective (in-basket simulation performance) and subjective measures
{overall assessor ratings of assessment center performance on behavioral
and interactive exercises). Based upon existing literature on the relation-
ship between self-other ratings and individual/organizational perfor-
mance, three specific hypotheses are proposed:
HI. Self-ratings and manager ratings will significantly contrib-
ute to predictions of objective (in-basket scores) and sub-
Jjective (OAR) assessment center performance.

H2. In-agreement/good raters will be better performers than
overestimators, underestimators and in-agreement/poor rat-
ers on objective and subjective measures of assessment
center performance.

H3. Overestimators will be better performers than under-
estimators on objective and subjective measures of assess-
ment center performance.

METHOD

Participants

Participants included 144 supervisors working in a production envi-
ronment at three separate locations for a large communications company
in the Los Angeles area. The program participants were primarily males
(95.8%) with a mean age of 45.36 (SD = 8.31) and average tenure of
approximately 15.5 years with the company. Participants were selected to
attend one of twelve scheduled one-day assessment centers as part of a
comprehensive training and development program targeted to enhance
overall supervisory knowledge and skills. Participants were given oral
and written feedback approximately 2-3 weeks after the assessment
center program was completed. This feedback meeting resulted in the
initiation of a written professional development plan for each assessment
center participant. Participants were also scheduled to attend a three-day
supervisory skills training program later in the same year.

Assessment Center Procedures

The developmental assessment center targeted 14 dimensions based
upon a job analysis of the supervisory position (Oral Communication,
Presentation, Written Communication, Listening, Initiative, Delegation,
Administrative Control, Leadership/Influence, Conflict Management,
Interpersonal Sensitivity, Decisiveness, Judgment, Problem Analysis,
and Coaching). Written and behavioral group exercises were designed to
assess these |4 dimensions. Behavioral group exercises included two
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leaderless group discussions (a planning consensus exercise and manu-
facturing problem-solving exercise based on actual employee satislaction
opinion survey data from the organization) and a 30-minute performance
management coaching role-play with one of the assessors. The written
exercises consisted of 90-minute manufacturing in-basket simulation,
career interest measure (Career Profile Inventory), personalily inventory
(FIRO-B), and self-ratings on each of the 14 assessment center dimen-
sions using a | to 5 rating scale of competence,

During each one-day assessment center session, twelve supervisors
participated in these written and behavioral group exercises and com-
pleted several paper-and-pencil assessments. The participants were ob-
served by three external assessors who had received a full-day of training
in the assessment center method, observational ratings, and specific
group exercises used in the center. Assessors observed participant behav-
iors during the exercises and prepared dimensional ratings and observa-
tional comments after each group exercise was completed. At the coaclu-
sion of each group exeicise, the participants ranked one another on
overall effectiveness in each group exercise. Participants were not spe-
cifically told how the peer- and self-evaluations would be used, but there
was an understanding that all information generated in the assessment
center might be used for developmental planning efforts.

Each participant was provided a one-hour feedback session con-
ducted by the administrator and a written developmental action plan
approximately iwo-weeks following the assessment center. During the
feedback meeting, results from the individual, group, and paper-and-
pencil exercises were summarized. Each participant was a member of a
group of six that rotated through the group exercises. Two assessors
rotated their observations and evaluations of the six group members
during the two large leaderless group exercises, The first large group
involved a consensus seeking task involving the steps involved in the
project planning process. Participants were first asked to individually
rank the project planning steps and then reach consensus as a large group
about these rankings. In the second large group exercise, participants
were given actual data extracted from a recent company-wide employee
satisfaction survey. This data compared employee responses to specific
questions between the production department and the rest of the com-
pany. The group was given the task to interpret these findings and suggest
specific interventions or recommendaticns for improving the effective-
ness of the production department. The last exercise invoived a perfor-
mance coaching role-play. The participant was asked to play the role of a
production supervisor who had to conduct a discipline coaching meeting
with a poor performing employee, played by one of the assessors. The
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participant was given a one-page summary describing recent perfor-
mance issues and problems o be addressed during the coaching meeting.
At the conclusion of the assessmenl center, assessors were joined by the
administrator fo evaluate participants.

MEASURES

Overall assessor ratings. Overall assessor ratings (OAR) for each
dimension were obtained through consensus ratings of all three assessors
based on performance across the three interactive behavioral exercises
used in the assessment center for each participant (two leaderless group
exercises and a coaching role-play). No paper-and-pencil results were
made available to the assessors before they reached consensus and
assigned the OAR. It is important to emphasize that the assessors did not
utilize in-basket scores, career interest, or personality inventory results as
they reached their overall assessment ratings (OAR) in this particular
developmental assessment center. Therefore, the OAR was solely based
upon performance during the two leaderless group and coaching exer-
cises which emphasized largely interpersonal, rather than, performance
style behaviors (presentation, oral communication, listening, initiative,
leadership/influence, conflict management, interpersonal sensitivity,

" coaching, and problem analysis). In this study, the OAR reflected the sum

of the nine dimensional ratings based upon a 1 to 5 scale (1 = very low
level observed to 5 = very high level observed) observed in the three
behavioral exercises derived by consensus by the three assessors (M =
22.9; SD = 6.48; o = .82).

Manager ratings. In this study, the 360-degree inventory, the Man-
agement Practices Questionnaire (MPQ), was used to assess supervisory
and management skills (Nowack, 1992) from both the participant and his/
her manager. The MPQ} was designed to provide participants with spe-
cific feedback on twenty specific job skills and behaviors. The instrument
is completed by the assessment center participant and his/her current
manager. Each question is behaviorally focused and respondents rate the
frequency or practice of each behavioral skill using a 7-point scale where
1 = to an extremely small extent and T = to an extremely large extent.

The MPQ is composed of 100-items measuring 20 specific manage-
ment practices areas based upon job analysis and organized into four
general areas: (a) Communication Skills—Listening, Two-Way Feed-
back, Oral Communication, Written Communication, Oral Presentation;
(b) Task Management Skills—Vision & Goal Setting, Performance Evalu-
ation, Planning/Organizing, Defegation, Follow-Up/Administrative Con-
trol, Performance Management; (c) Interpersonal Skilis—Team Build-
ing/Team Development, Recognizing & Rewarding Performance, [nter-



152 ASSESSMENT CENTERS

personal Sensitivity, Conflict Management, Coaching/Devetoping Oth-
ers, Leadership/Influence, Employee Involvement; and (d) Decision Mak-
ing Skills—Strategic Problem-Analysis and Decisiveness/Judgment.

The internal consistency reliability of the MPQ) scales are fairly high,
ranging from .71 to .91 as measured by Cronbach’s alpha. The MP() has
shown acceptable test retest reliability ranging from .45 to .82 over a
three-month period in previous research {(Nowack, 1989). The average
test-retest reliability across all 20 scales was .65. Item-total analyses
indicate that items within each scale are highly intercorrelated with each
other, however, items across certain scales also correlate modestly with
each other (data not shown).

A principal components factor analysis across the entire sample, with
varimax rotation, yielded a three factor solution explaining a total of
74,2% of the common variance. These three factors included: (a) Inter-
personal skills, (b) Task Management skills, and (c) Communication
skills which correspond to the general managerial skill areas identified in
the original job analysis. However, the first factor (Interpersonal skills)
was clearly the largest factor accounting for 61.4% of the common
variance. In this study, four separate manager ratings were calculated
based on an overall and factor related scores: (a) Overall manager rating
based on a cumulative scale score across the [(0-items composing the
MPQ, (b) Communication skills rating score, (c) Interpersonal skills
rating score, and (d) Task management skills rating score.

Self-ratings. Self-ratings on the 14 assessment center dimensions
were obtained for each participant. Each dimension was behaviorally
defined and participants were asked to rate self-perceived competence on
a | (low level of competence) to 5 (high level of competence) scale (M =
51.50; SD = 6.79; o = .72). The self-rating also included a section for a
brief narrative summary of strengths, development areas, and career
objectives. This information was used in the feedback meeting after the
assessment center lo assist with developmental planning efforts.

In-basket management simulation. An in-basket exercise was used to
simulate the task management, administrative, and supervisory problems
of a typical manager in a production and manufacturing setting. With the
aid of background information on a fictitious organization, the participant
assumes the role of a new department manager and is asked to respond to
23 specific letters, memos, reports, requests, and problems that have
accumulated on a predecessor’s desk in a 90-minute peried. The partici-
pant must make decisions, take actions, delegate responsibility, write
letters, initiale meetings, assign work, plan, organize, and schedule activi-
ties based on the material in the in-basket exercise.
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The production in-basket simulation measures eight separate scale
scores (inttiative, interpersonal sensitivity, planning/organizing, delega-
tion, administrative follow-up, problem analysis, decisivencess, judg-
ment) and an overall score. This simulation is scored using an objective
scoring key providing points for desired behaviors expressed, decisions
made, or actions taken. The in-basket simulation has demonstrated high
interrater reliability (.93) and criterion-related validity with supervisory
ratings (average r = .27) in a previous vatidation study (Nowack, 1989).
Each in-basket scale has different scale ranges, means, and standard
deviations based on the objective scoring key. To standardize the eight in-
basket scale scores, separate z scores were first calculated. In this study,
overall in-basket performance was measured by summing the z scores
across each of the eight scales to provide for a composite score.

ANALYSES AND RESULTS

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated to explore the rela-
tionships between self-ratings, supervisor ratings, and assessment center
performance (Table 1). Participant self-ratings were significantly associ-
ated with in-basket perforrnance (r = .27, p < .01} and overall assessor
ratings (r=.26, p < .01), but not overall manager ratings (r=_10, p > .05).
Overall manager ratings were significantly associated with OAR (r=.25,
p < .02) and overall in-basket performance (r = .28, p <.01). These results
provide limited evidence of criterion-related validity of the in-basket
simutation with manager and QAR ratings despite recent questions and
criticisms about the validity of in-hasket scores (cf. Brannick et al., 1989,
Schippmann et al.,, 1990). Greater congruence was observed between
assessor-supervisor ratings than between self-supervisor ratings. These
findings are consistent with previous research (cf. Harris & Schaubroeck,
1988; Mabe & West, 1982) comparing self and other ratings.

To test the hypothesis that self-ratings and manager ratings would
significantly contribute towards predicting objective (in-basket simula-
tion) and subjective (overall assessor ratings) measures of assessment
center performance, a series of hierarchical regression analyses were
performed. The results of these analyses are summarized in Tables 2 and
3. In the first hierarchical regression analysis (Table 2), the independent
variables included self-ratings and overall manager ratings entered as a
block in the first step followed by the interaction term (Self-ratings x
Overall manager ratings). :

Additional hierarchical regression analyses were performed in the
same manner but using the three factor derived manager rating scales as
separate independent variables entered with self-ratings in the first step



TABLE 1 Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelations of Assessment Center Scales (N = 144)

Self-Ratings
Overall Overall Manager Manager Manager
Assessor Manager Rating Rating Rating In-Basket
Scale M SD Rating {OAR)  Rating Interpersonal Performance Communication  Score
Self-Rating 51.50 6.79 26+ .10 .03 16 09 2755
Overall Assessor Rating (OAR) 2299 648 25%* 25Hk A7 24% 38w
Owerall Manager Rating® 9545 14.57 O24x BO** TG 2B
Manager Interpersonal Rating® 4738 7.72 69 LGO** 19
Manager Performance Rating” 3374 3.87 G 26%*
Manager Communication Rating” 14.40 2.83 J38%*

In-Basket Score 003 546 -

“Overall manager ratings were derived by a cumulative score across all 20 scales of the Management Practices Questionnaire (MPQj. Separate munager
ratings of interpersonal, performance, and communicarion skills were calculated from subscales of the MPQ based on previous fuctor analvses.

ban overall In-Basket score was devived by summing z-scores of the eight scales (initiative, interpersonal sensitivity, delegation, follow-up. problem
anaivsis, judgment, decision making)
*p < 05; *¥p < 01,

TABLE2  Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Assessment Center Performance with
Overall Manager Ratings as the Independent Variable (N = 144)

Variable MultR R? F(Eqn) AR? Fch SE il
In-Basket Performance
Overall Manager Ratings .51 26 35.94** 26 39.94%* .61 A9+
Self-Ratings .57 33 26.8%* .06 10.34%* 06 25%*
Overall Manager x Self-Ratings 57 00 .55 00 00 00 00
Total 57 33 |

Overall Assessor Ratings (OAR)

Self-Ratings 26 .07 B.40k* 07 8.40% .08 24
Overall Manager Ratings 35 A2 7.46% 05 6.10* .82 22%%
Overall Manager x Self-Ratings 35 .00 01 .00 00 .00 .00
Total 35 12

*n < .05; **p < .01
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Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Variables Predicting Assessment Center Performance with

Factor Scale Manager Ratings as Independent Variables (N = 144)

TABLE 3
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Total

Overall Assessor Ratings (OAR)

.07 B.21%* .15 26%

8.21%*

07

.26

Self-Ratings

13 8.19%* .06 7.67%* 08 24

36

Manager Interpersonal Ratings

A3

.36

Total

Note: No interaction items significantly contributed to in-basker performance or assessment cenlter performance when entered as a block in srep 2.

*p <, 05 ¥ < .01
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(Table 3). Interaction terms were again entered as a block in the second
step Lo lest the incremental contribution to the prediction of assessment
center performance above that of self-ratings and factor-derived manager
ratings.

Selt-ratings added incrementally to predictions of in-basket perfor-
mance above that of overall manager ratings (AR = .06, p < .01). Self-
ratings and overall manager ratings also significantly contributed towards
prediction of overall assessmeant center performance, jointly accounting
for 12% of the variance in this dependent variable (Table 2).

Table 3 summarizes additional hierarchical regression analyses with
self-ratings, manager ratings of communication skills, manager ratings of
interpersonal skills, and manager ratings of task management skills as
independent variables entered as a block in the first step, and in-basket
performance and overall assessment center performance (OAR) as the
dependent variables. Self-ratings and manager ratings of communication
skills incrementally contributed towards prediction of in-basket perfor-
mance above that of manager ratings of task management skills (AR? =
03, p < .05 and AR? = 03, p < .05, respectively). Manager ratings of
interpersonal skills, but not communication skills or task management
skills, significantly contributed towards prediction of overall assessment
center performance (AR? = .06, p < .01). These results provide support for
the hypothesis that both self-ratings and manager ratings are significant
predictors of both subjective and objective measures of assessment center
performance.

Agreement grouping (in-agreement/good raters, in-agreement/poor
raters, underestimators and overestimators) and assessment center perfor-
mance served as the independent and dependent variables, respectively in
an analysis of variance. The four-group categorization technique, intro-
duced by Atwater and Yammarino (in press), uses a two-step process 1o
categorize individuals in one of four categories. The first step consists in
categorizing individuals whose self-manager difference (based on z scores
of self-ratings and manager ratings) scores lie within one-half standard
deviation of the mean difference; those who meet this criterion are in-
agreement raters.

Those whose self-manager difference scores lic above one-half
standard deviation are categorized as overestimators and those whose
difference scores lie below are underestimators. The one-half standard
deviation is an arbitrary margin set to create a broader band for inclusion
in lhe in-agreement group. The second step of this process involves
dichotomizing the in-agreement group based on whether the manager’s
ratings are above (good) or below (poor) the average rating of managers
in the sample. If the average manager rating is above average, the
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TABLE4  Mean Assessment Center Performance by Agreement
Groups Based on Standardized Self-Ratings and Overall

Manager Ratings
Agreement Group Mean SD N
In-Basket Performance’
Underestimators =277 487 26
In-Agreement/Poor -1.67 5.13 43
In-Agreement/Good 51 5.08 28
Overestimators” 1.61 5.84 27

Overall Assessor Ratings (OAR)’

Underestimators 18.69 6.60 26
In-Agreement/Poor 22.51 6.67 43
In-Agreement/Good* 24.65 6.73 29
Overestimators® 2429 4.52 27

! Significant one-way analysis of variance of in-basket performance by agreement group
[F(3,113)=3.50, p = .018].

? Significantly higher performance on the in-busket by overestimators compared to in-
agreement/poor or vverestimator groups based on Tukey's HSD rest, p < .01,

3 Signiftcantly one-way analysis af variance of overall assessment center performance
ratings by agreement group [F(3,114) = 3.69, p = .014],

P . . . .
Significantly higher averall assessor ratings by in-agreement/good and overestimator
groups compared to the underesiimator group bused on Tukey's HSD test, p < .01,

individual is categorized as an in-agreement/good rater. If the average
manager rating is below average, the individual is categorized as an in-
agreement/poor rater. :

A univariate F value was computed and post hoc comparisons were
made using Tukey’s HSD method for both subjective and objective
assessment center performance measures using the overall manager rat-
ing score (Table 4). The results of the ANOVA indicated that the effects
of agreement group on overall assessment center performance (OAR) and
in-basket performance were significant [F(3, 114) = 3.69, p = .014 and
F(3, 113) = 3.51, p =. 018, respectively]. Differences in effectiveness
ratings among the agreement groups for both measures of assessment
center performance are shown in Table 4. With respect to overall assess-
ment center performance (QAR), assessors rated in-agreement/good rat-
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ers and overestimators significantiy higher than underestimators. There
were no significant differences, however, between in-agreement/good
raters and in-agreement/poor raters. With respect to in-basket perfor-
mance, overestimators were observed 10 have higher scores compared to
in-agreement/poor or overestimator groups based on Tukey's HSD test,
p < .01 There were no significant differences among the other agreement
groups for in-basket performance (Table 4). Separate post hoc analyses
were also performed using the separate fuctor-derived manager ratings
scores Lo create the agreement groupings {manager ratings of communi-
cation, interpersonal, and task management skills). In each of the subse-
quent ANOV As, no significant differences were observed between in-
agreement/poor raters, in-agreement/good raters, overestimators and
underestimators,

DISCUSSION

This study investigated the relationship between self-ratings and
manager ratings on assessment center performance with 144 production
supervisors. Results of the hierarchical multiple regression analyses
provided support for the hypothesis that self-ratings and manager ratings
significantly contribute independently towards prediction of both objec-
tive and subjective measures of assessment center performance (Tables 2
and 3).

Results from the ANOVA tests and post hoc comparisons provided
support for the hypothesis that in-agreement/good raters performed sig-
nificantly better on an in-basket simulation and were rated higher in
assessment center performance than in-agreement/poor raters (Table 4).
However, the results of these analyses did not support differences be-
tween underestimator and overestimator groups on sither the objective
(In-basket scores) or subjective measures of assessment center perfor-
mance (OAR).

Manager ratings of task management skills and communication
skills were predictive of in-basket scores but not overall assessment
center performance (Table 3). Additionally, manager interpersonal skill
ratings, but not communication or task management skills, significantly
contributed towards overall asscssment center performance (AR? = .06,
p < .0G1). These results provide limited construct validity for the measures
of assessment center performance used in this study in that the in-basket
simulation emphasizes largely task and project management skills,
whereas, the overall assessor ratings were based solely on performance
on three separate behavioral group and interactive exercises emphasizing
largely interpersonal dimensions,
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The results of this study support the recent findings of Shore et al.
(1992}, Bass and Yammarino {1991), McCall and Lombardo (1983), and
McCauley and Lombardo (1990) and providing limited construct validity
for the use of self-evaluations in assessment centers. These results would
appear to be promising in light of previous research suggesting that
accurate self-insight and awareness is associated with diverse measures
of individual and organizational success and effectiveness outcomes
(Atwater & Yammarino, in press).

For example, McCall and Lombardo (1983} found that inflated self-
ratings, characteristic of overestimators, were significanily associated
with career derailment and failure in managers and executives, Derail-
ment might have resulted due 1o self-aspirations and self-expectations far
exceeding others’ perceptions of skills and abilities. With respect to
career advancement, McCauley and Lombardo (1990} found that selt-
rating accuracy was positively associated with supervisors’ assessments
of promotability; that is, the more accurate the self-rating, the more likely
an individual was promoted. In their study of naval officers, Bass and
Yammarino (1991) found that those with more accurate self-ratings
compared to those of their supervisors attained higher ranks and were
rated as more promotable by their senior officers. Additional support for
the value of self-insight for managerial effectiveness comes from the
work of Smither, Wohlers, and London (1995) who found that managers
who rated themselves low and received low subordinate ratings (in-
agreement/poor estimators) did not improve their performance over time,
while those with low subordinate and moderate or high self-ratings did
improve,

In this study, self-rating scores across the 14 assessment center
dimensions were found to be significantly, albeit modestly, correlated
with OAR (r = .26, p < .01) and specific in-basket dimensions (Table 1).
Ahhough self-ratings may be influenced by the purpose by which the are
used (e.g., Farh & Werbel, 1986; Nowack, 1992; Tetlock & Boettger,
1989), future research should continue to explore the use and validity of
self-evaluations in assessment centers, Overall, these results suggest that
greater theoretical, practical, and empirical exploration of the contribu-
tion of self-assessment to the validity of assessment center is warranted.

Despite limited support for the utility of accurate self-awareness
(agreement with manager ratings) in this study, several limitations should
be pointed out. First, this study was cross-sectional in design, utilized a
relatively small sample size (144) that was exclusively male and, as such,
may not be highly generalizabie 10 other nonmanufacturing and produc-
tion environments.
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Second, self-ratings collected in this study were used largely for
developmental purposes. In general, self-ratings and other ratings arc
more likely to be inflated when they are used for evaluation, rather than,
developmental purposes {Farh & Werbel, 1986; Mabe & West, 1982) and
perhaps less accurate overall when there is no pressure Lo justify one’s
ratings to others (Tetlock, 1983). As such, the results of this study must be
considered in light of the developmental emphasis of this assessment
center without any accountability to provide accurate ratings.

Anaother Timitation might be the approach used for assessing self-
other agreement in this study. Self-other agreement was defined based
upon the agreement calegory model first introduced by Atwater and
Yammarino (1992) to specify a classification of individuals whose self-
ratings agreed in varying degrees with ratings of others. Other approaches
include calculations of difference scores, “Within and Between Analysis”
and polynomial regression analysis (Atwater & Yammarino, in press).
Atwwater and Yammarino (in press) point out, “all three approaches offer
distirict advantages over the use of difference scores and could be used
alone or in combination for assessing self-other agreement.”

Recently, Brutus, Fleenor, and Taylor (1996) building on the four-
group categorization technique introduced by Atwater and Yammarino
(in press) introduced further distinctions within each performance level-—
overestimators/good and underestimators/poor categories. They expanded
the four-group categorization to six groups conceptualizing two addi-
tional groups that are based upon the degree of difference between self
and other ratings for both good performance and poor performance. It the
standardized self-rating of a good performance is more than one-half
standard deviation above the standardized other rating, the individual is
categorized as an overestimator/good rater. The same procedure is fol-
lowed for the poor performers resulting in overestimator/poor,
underestimator/poor and in-agreement/poor agreement groups.

In their study exploring rating congruence of 2,292 managers with a
measure of leader effectiveness, Brutus et al. (1996) concluded that the
addition of two groups to the Atwater and Yammarino (in press) four-
group agreement categorization eased the interpretation of the results
indicating that overestimator/good, in-agreement/good and underestimator/
good raters were found to be significantly more effective than
overestimator/poor, in-agreement/poor and underestimatot/poor groups.
Clearly, further research is needed to explore the methodological strengths
and weaknesses of various agreement categorization methods in the study
of self-other ratings and diverse measures of job performance and organi-
zational success.
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Although not a direct focus of the current study. fulure research
should also investigate the extent 10 which scif-evaluations and subse-
quent behavior change in program participants after receiving multi-
source feedback. In general, the few empirical results to date have yielded
mixed findings despite general findings that support the argument that
employees tend to maintain a favorable view of themselves that leads to
higher self-evaluations relative to ratings provided by others (cf. Campbell
& Lee, 1988; Hazucha, Hezlett, & Schneider, 1993; Klimoski & Brice,
1991; Yu & Murphy, 1993},

For example, Yammarino and Atwater (1993) reported that feedback
from subordinates altered self-evaluations of leadership but London and
Smither (1995) did nol find evidence of changes in self-ratings in a
6-month follow-up study. Atwater et al. (1995) reported that self-ratings
for leaders who rated themselves high initially and received negative
feedback declined whereas self-ratings for leaders receiving positive
feedback who initizlly rated themselves low increased. As London and
Smither (1995, p. 817) point out, “the organization wants the discrepancy
to be reduced through improved performance by the employee—not
through the employee lowering his or her self-evaluation, and not through
the employee merely using impression management techniques to in-
crease the level of feedback from others.” Additional research in this area
would help to clarify for whom developmenta! feedback from others
leads 1o behavioral change, how changes in self-awareness lead to modi-
fications in actual management practices, and whether these changes
result in increased managerial effectiveness and career success.

Future research should attempt to replicate this study utilizing pro-
spective designs and the full-range of feedback sources (e.g., direct
reports, peers, team members, and customers). Other organizational
measures of job performance and success should also be included in
future empirical studies including career promotion and advancement,
derailment, promotion, and salary increases. Finally, future research
should attempt to investigate differences in self-other rating agreement
with respect to gender, tenure, and relevant personality variables that
might moderate these relationships {(e.g., repressive coping style).

For example, it might be hypothesized that in-agreement/good raters
who have a repressive coping style (characterized as those high in self-
deception and low in negative affectivity} might be as vulnerable to derail
in their managerial roles as other high risk groups (e.g., overestimators).
Although # would appear that such individuals possess accurate self-
insight based upon the self-other agreement model proposed by Atwater
and Yammarino {(1992), such individuals might be prone to creating
favorabie self-impressions and therefore, blind to their weaknesses. These
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individuals might be expected 10 be least likely 10 solicit feedback from
others, accept critical information about their behavior {rom others, and
ultimately modify his/her management practices.

In summary, this study provides support for the construct validity of
self-evaluation in assessment centers as well as demonstrating that accu-
rate self-insight is associated with both objective (in-basket simulation)
and subjective (overall assessor ratings) measures of performance. Addi-
tional research is needed to clarify the nature of self-other rating.
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